Children's Levels of Comprehending Connectives  by Bayat, Nihat et al.
 Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  186 ( 2015 )  183 – 191 
Available online at www.sciencedirect.com
ScienceDirect
1877-0428 © 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
Peer-review under responsibility of Academic World Education and Research Center
doi: 10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.04.062 
5th World Conference on Learning, Teaching and Educational Leadership, WCLTA 2014 
Children’s Levels of Comprehending Connectives 
 
 Nihat Bayata*, Mustafa Cetina, SeymaTemizkola  
 
aFaculty of Education, Department of Elementary Education, Akdeniz University, Antalya, 07058, Turkey 
 
 
 
Abstract 
 
Connectives which organize inter-sentence relations are signs of proficiency in textual level. For this reason, the knowledge of 
connectives indicates a high cognitive level regarding language acquisition. Determination of children’s knowledge of 
connectives might provide information about their levels in the language acquisition process. This descriptive study adopted 
survey method. The purpose of the study is to determine children’s levels of comprehending connectives in Turkish language. 
Based on this main problem, research questions are which types of connectives children can understand better in terms of 
structure and meaning, and whether children’s levels of understanding connectives differ according to gender, educational 
background of parents and socioeconomic status of children. The participants of the study are 90 preschool students from two 
different schools at different socioeconomic status in Antalya. All of the participants are 5 years old. Data were collected via Test 
of Comprehending Connectives, developed by researchers. Percentages and frequencies were calculated, and independent 
samples t-test and one-way ANOVA were carried out for data analysis of data. According to the results, participants were most 
successful at discourse adverbials and least successful at coordinating connectives in terms of syntax. With regard to semantic, 
participants were most successful at temporal, and least successful at comparative connectives.  In addition, the data analyses 
revealed no significant difference in terms of children’s genders, socio-economic status and parents’ educational background. 
However, it was found that participants who do not have siblings were more successful than the ones who have siblings. Based 
on the findings, content centered instruction is recommended while teaching connectives regardless of students’ demographic 
characteristics. 
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Peer-review under responsibility of Academic World Education and Research Center. 
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1. Introduction 
 
The communication is established through texts. Conveying beliefs properly to receiver depends on quality of 
verbal or written texts produced. A properly created text is related to cohesion and coherence relations of sentences 
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which constitute the text. With these two textuality principle, grammatical and logical connections are established. 
Within this scope, the connectives are one of cohesion devices ensuring grammatical organization of text.  
The accurate understanding and usage of the connectives informs us about individuals’ level of textuality in their 
messages. Particularly, determining children’s level of comprehending connectives enables tracking language 
acquisition process of children better. Children’s establishment of grammatical relations and arrangement of 
sentences within text are related to knowledge of connectives they have. For this reason, specifying children’s level 
of comprehending connectives and in which point knowledge of connective differs from standard language could 
make activities problem-oriented and facilitator of language acquisition  
 
1.1 Connectives and Textuality 
 
In the case of written or verbal communication, there is always effort of text establishment. At first glance, the 
text is heap of sentences. However, what makes this heap a text is systematical organization of sentence rather than 
accumulation of these sentences (Aksan, 1999). The sentences are connected grammatically, semantically and 
logically in the systemic textual structures. The text is an integrity arising depending on this connection itself. For 
this reason, Keçik and Subaşı (2003) emphasize, the necessity of logical and semantic connection between 
transmitted information. Semantically and grammatically connected sentences have textual properties and facilitate 
the communication. 
Beaugrande and Dressler (1988), state a range of criteria providing textuality. The cohesion and the coherence 
are two of these criteria and these are text-oriented (Kurtul, 2011). The coherence represents semantic and logical 
qualification; on the other hand, cohesion represents grammatical agreement. Situationality, informativity, inter-
textuality etc. as other criteria of textuality are related to non-text units. The units in text are taken up as 
macrostructure and microstructure (Günay, 2003). While macrostructure requires view on integrity of text from 
broad perspective, microstructure involves inter-sentence relations with local perspective. Lexical bundles, clauses 
and sentences are units of microstructure and they connect each other with intra-textual criteria. 
The cohesion of text is provided with reference, substitution, ellipsis and connectives. These devices are 
functional on the grammatical plane (Keçik & Subaşı, 2003). The relationship between sentences and clauses are 
organized with these devices and the cohesion is ensured. The cohesion devices do not make sense by themselves. 
However, they indicate which sentence is in a relation with which sentence and how this relationship is (Gudwinski, 
1976). Unlike the coherence in the underlying structure of the text, the cohesion is at the surface of the text and it 
can be observed. The cohesion which has concrete qualifications has two aspects as grammatical and lexical. 
The connectives are one of the devices regulate inter-sentence relations in the text. In the example of “I can not 
buy these clothes because I do not have enough money.”, the cohesion is provided by establishing a connection 
between cause and effect clauses related to the referred object (clothes) with connective of “because”. With this 
aspect, the connectives are the most important linguistic units providing the cohesion (Kurtul, 2011). Besides, the 
coherence of the text develops depending on the cohesion. Therefore, while the connectives provide cohesion with 
their intra-sentence functions, they enable the coherence obliquely.  
The connectives are the function words. The function words structure the certain relations in sentence or intra-
sentence in terms of semantic (Vardar, 1998). The traditional sources also emphasize connectives as device 
providing cohesion that connect related sentences, concepts or elements (Gencan, 2001; Kahraman, 2001; 
Hengirmen, 1998; Ediskun, 1992).  
While classifying connectives, one of the criteria is syntax. In terms of syntax, there three kinds of connectives: 
coordinating connectives, subordinators and discourse adverbials (Forbes-Riley, Webber & Joshi, 2005; Webber, 
Joshi, Stone & Knott, 2003). The coordinating connectives connect in the same form of syntactic structures. In 
Turkish, connectives like fakat (but), dA (also), halbuki (however), oysa (whereas), önce (before), sonar (after), ve 
(and), veya (or), ya da(or), veyahut (or), hem… hem (both… and ...), ya… ya (either… or …), gerek… gerekse 
(both… and ...), ne… ne (neither… nor …) are the coordinating connectives. The subordinators connect a 
subordinate clause with a main clause. In Turkish, this is provided with gerunds. -(y)ArAk, -Ip, -(y)kEn, -(y)AlI, -
(I)ncA, -Ir, -eğer (y)sE, -dIğI zaman, -dIğI kadar, -dIğI gibi, -dAn sonra, -dAn önce, -dAn dolayı, -(y)sEdA, -
(y)Incaya kadar/dek, -(y)AlI beri, -(n)A ragmen/karşılık, -(n)A affixes are subordinators in Turkish. The discourse 
adverbials establish connections between macrostructures. According to Weber et al. (2003), the discourse 
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adverbials refer to a clause by repeating to this clause. In addition, it reaches to inference made before it. In the 
sentence of “I have been taking care of children. Therefore, I am tired.”, connective of “therefore” repeat previous 
sentence implicitly and make it possible to reach inference. The discourse adverbials in Turkis language are 
connectives like aksi halde (otherwise), aksine (on the contrary), bu nedenle (for this reason), buna rağmen/karşılık 
(nevertheless), bundan başka (in addition), bunun yerine (instead), dahası (moreover), ilk olarak (first of all), 
örneğin (for example), mesela (for instance), sonuç olarak (as a result) , üstelik (besides), yoksa (otherwise), 
ardından (after) (Kurtul, 2011). 
The other aspect of classifying connectives is semantic aspect. In terms of semantic properties, connectives have 
four types: temporal, contingency, comparison and additive connectives (Miltsakaki et. al. 2005). The temporal 
connectives connect statemenst in terms of time. In the sentence of “While the women was ironing, the man was 
tidying up.”, a temporal connective is used. Contingency connectives connect statements to each other in cause 
effect relationship. In the sentence of “Because they are poor, they collect the garbage.” is an example of this. The 
comparison connectives reflect differences between two statements. In the sentence of “İzmir is a big city but 
Antalya is not exactly a small city.” a comparison connective is used. Lastly, the additive connectives carry 
information given in the statement a step forward. In the sentence of “Some vegetables may cause stomachache if 
one consumes too much. For example, apricot is one of these.”, second sentence extends the information given in 
the first sentence. The connectives reflect these four aspects in terms of semantic. 
The proper understanding and using of the connectives in terms of syntax and semantic is indicator of different 
linguistic skills. In the case of connecting two sentences or clauses, three components come into question. For this 
syntactic ordering, there are three components including connector and connected two sentence or clauses. Unit as 
connector can be situated before and later sentence or clauses, or between two sentence or clauses (Prasad et al., 
2007; Lehmann, 1993).  
The word acquisition of children follows the same processes. Producing first word occurs towards approximately 
one age. At the age of two, an incensement on word is seen. After that, until the age of six this heavy incensement 
continues (Huttenlocher et al., 1991). However, children are expected to make distinction between categories of 
function and content, and correlate these with structure of sentence according to these dimensions (Lust, 2006). The 
content categories are limitless units including meaning one each. On the other hand, function categories are 
meaningless but they are limited units having grammatical role. The connective is one of the units in the function 
category. 
In Turkish, various researches examining language acquisition process of children have been conducted. Some of 
these researches are related to the word acquisition. In some researches, phases in the process of comprehending 
words, vocabulary, and word fluency were specified (Çiyiltepe & Arslan 2009; Özbay & Melanlıoğlu 2008; Güler & 
Dönmez, 2007). In some other researches, problems in language acquisition for early ages and methods to overcome 
these problems were determined (Karabulut, 2013; Kütük, 2007). Other studies examined the functional words used 
in the period of early ages. In these researches, children’s usage of noun verb and adverbs of time and acquisition of 
spatial words and locational words were studied (Gökmen, 2007A; Özcan, 2007; Gökmen, 2007B). In this research, 
the level of children’s comprehending connectives was focused. For this, following questions were searched to 
answer: 
 
1. What is the participants’ level of comprehending connectives in terms of syntax? 
2. What is the participants’ level of comprehending connectives in terms of semantic? 
3.  What is the participants’ level of comprehending connectives in terms of omitted elements in the 
sentence? 
4. Is there any significant difference between male and female participants in terms of scores on 
comprehending connectives?  
5. Is there any significant difference between participants at low and high socioeconomic status in terms 
of scores on comprehending connectives?  
6. Is there any significant difference among participants having different number of siblings in terms of 
scores on comprehending connectives?  
7. Is there any significant difference among participants having mother and father with different 
educational level in terms of scores on comprehending connectives?  
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2.  Methodology 
A survey method, a quantitative research approach, was adopted in this study to determine children’s level of 
comprehending connectives.  
2.1 Participants  
  
The study was conducted with 90 preschool children (46 girls and 44 boys) who were attending two socio-
economically different preschools in the province of Antalya, Turkey. All the participants were at the age of 5 and 
required to enroll in primary education in the following year that they turn six years of age.  
 
2.2 Data collection instrument 
 
To collect the data, “Test of Comprehending Connectives” developed by the researchers were used in the study. 
The content of the test including sentence completion items was built around all the syntactic and semantic samples 
of subordinating connectives. 
 The test was examined by 2 experts specialized in the areas of preschool education and language education to 
ensure the suitability of the instrument for the participants. In accordance with the experts’ suggestions, the test was 
revised. Its draft form consisted of 54 items.  
To determine the validity of the draft, content validity ratio (CVR) was computed. CVR is essentially a method 
for converting qualitative studies into quantitative ones using expert opinions. In this method, also known as 
Lawshe’s approach, a panel of Subject Matter Experts (SMEs), all ranging in number from 5 to 40 are asked 
toindicate whether or not a measurement item is “essential” to the operationalization of a theoretical construct under 
study (Yurdugül, 2005). In the present study, a panel of 6 SMEs including 3 experts specialized in preschool 
education and 3 experts specialized in language education were consulted for content validation of the draft. In the 
light of their feedback, the problematic items were removed, necessary corrections were made to the recoverable 
items and the test was finalized. As an indicator of the overall test content validity, the mean CVR for the final 36-
item test showed a value of 1,00, implying that all of the SMEs rated the items as essential. 
The items of the “Test of Comprehending Connectives” fall into three different groups. In each group, there are 
12 items. These items consist of 4 items for each kind of syntactic connectives (coordinating connectives, 
subordinators and discourse adverbials), 3 items for each kind of semantic connectives (temporal, contingency, 
comparison and additive). Each item is composed of three basic components: two sentences or clauses and one 
connective. By omitting one of these components, each item was left incomplete. The participants were required to 
write down these omitted components in the blanks appropriately. One example out of each group is given below:  
1. After I have played with my toys ………………………………… 
2. ……………………………… . As a result, my teacher got sad. 
3. I couldn’t go to school, ………………. I had a stomachache that day.  
2.3 Data collection and analysis 
The data were collected by one of the researchers. Before the interviews, the participants were informed about the 
study. All interviews were conducted individually in a private setting and tape-recorded. Each participant was asked 
to fill in the blanks within the test items appropriately. The participants were not interrupted or directed in any way.  
In the data analysis process, the recorded interviews were evaluated by two experts. Responses of the participants 
were coded as “correct” if the response in the blank matches with the rest of the sentence; or “wrong” if the response 
in the blank does not match with the rest of the sentence. There occurred full agreement among the experts.  
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The correct and wrong responses of the participants were transferred to the SPSS (Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences). Depending on the research questions, descriptive (percentages and frequencies) and inferential 
statistics (t-test and one-way analysis of variance) were computed.The results of the study were presented in the 
following section.  
 
3. Findings  
 
3.1 Connective Comprehending in Terms of Structure, Semantic and Omitted Component  
 
In order to determine which types of connectives children have better scores in terms of structure, semantic and 
omitted sentence elements and connective, descriptive statistics were computed. Related results were shown at Table 
1., Table 2., Table 3, Table 4., Table 5.and Table 6.  
  
Table 1.Descriptive Statistics of Scores on Syntactic Connectives 
 
 N Mean SD Minimum Maximum 
Coordinating Connectives 90 4.78 1.55 1 8 
Subordinators 90 5.05 1.87 1 10 
Discourse Adverbials 90 5.55 1.75 2 10 
 
In the sense of structure Table 10.indicates that mean scores of children of discourse adverbials ( =5.55) is greater 
than mean scores of coordinating connectives ( =5.05) and subordinators ( =4.78). Accordingly, it can be stated 
that children are more successful at discourse adverbials than coordinating connectives and subordinators.  
 
Table 2.Descriptive Statistics of Scores on Structure 
 
 N Mean SD Minimum Maximum 
Temporal 90 5.90 1.34 3 9 
Contingency 90 4.96 1.23 1 7 
Comparison 90 2.24 1.23 0 5 
Additive 90 2.28 1.46 0 7 
 
With regard to meaning, mean score of temporal connectives ( =5.90) is greater than mean scores of 
contingency connectives ( =4.96), comparison connectives ( =2.24) and additive connectives ( =2.28). That is to 
say, children are more successful on temporal connectives than contingency, comparison and additive connectives.  
 
Table 3.Descriptive Statistics of Scores on Omitted Sentence Elements 
 
 N Mean SD Minimum Maximum 
First Element is Omitted 90 6.85 2.09 2 12 
Second Element is Omitted 90 6.32 1.99 2 11 
Connective is Omitted 90 2.22 1.33 0 6 
 
As seen at the Table 1, mean scores children get from part including sentences in which first element is 
omitted ( =6.85) is greater than scores of part including sentences in which second element is omitted ( =6.32)   
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and connective is omitted ( =2.22).  In other words, children are more successful at part of test including items in 
which first component is omitted than parts including second component and connective are omitted. 
 
3.2 Connective Comprehending in terms of Gender, Socioeconomic Status, Number of Siblings and Mother-Father 
Educational Level  
 
Independent samples t-test and one-way ANOVA were conducted to examine whether children’s levels of 
understanding connectives differ according to gender, educational background of parents and socioeconomic status 
of children. Results are shown at the following part.  
In order to determine whether there is a significant difference between male and female children in terms of total 
scores children get from Test of Comprehending Connectives, an independent sample t test was carried out. Results 
are indicated at Table 4.  
 
 
Table 4. Gender Difference in  Test of Comprehending Connectives Scores 
 
 
Gender N Mean SD df t p 
Female 46 15.23 3.90 88 .40 .689 
Male 44 15.56 3.87    
 
According to Table 4, there was not a significant difference in the scores of male and female children t(88)=. 40, 
p=.689.  
 
In order to compare scores of children from school at high and low socioeconomic status, independent samples t-test 
was conducted. The results of the analysis are stated at Table 5. 
  
Table 5. Socioeconomic Status  Difference in  Test of Comprehending Connectives Scores 
 
 
SES N Mean SD df t p 
High 46 16.15 4.35 88 1.91 .059 
Low 44 14.61 3.15    
According to Table 2, results indicate that scores of children do not significantly differs with regards to 
socioeconomic status t(88)=. 1.91, p=.059. 
 
In order to determine whether there is a significant difference for scores of children in terms of number of siblings 
they have, one-way ANOVA was conducted. Related results in terms of number of siblings are indicated shown at 
Table 6.  
Table 6. Difference ofTest of Comprehending Connectives Scores in terms of Children with Different Number of Sibling 
 
Source of Variance Sum of Squares df Mean Square F p Significant 
Difference 
Between Groups 114,678 2 57,339 4,086 ,020 1-2 
Within Groups 1220,922 87 14,034 
   
Total 1335,600 89 
    
1. Have no sibling 
2. Have one sibling 
3. Have two or more siblings 
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According to results indicated Table 3., there was a significant difference in scores of children have different 
number of siblings F(2, 87)=4.08, p=.020. In other words, scores of children on test differs according to number of 
siblings they have. In order to determine which groups differ from each other, Tukey test was conducted. According 
to results, children have no sibling get grater scores on test ( =16.75) than children have one sibling ( =14.27). In 
other words, children have no siblings are more successful on test than children have one sibling.  
In order to determine whether there is a significant difference in children’s score in terms of mother and father 
educational level, one way ANOVA test was conducted. Related results were shown at Table 7. and Table8.  
Table 7.Difference of Test of Comprehending Connectives Scores in terms of Mother Educational Level 
 
Source of Variance Sum of Squares df Mean Square F p Significant 
Difference 
Between Groups 108.118 3 36.039 2.525 .063 - 
Within Groups 1227.482 86 14.273 
   
Total 1335.600 89 
    
 
According to ANOVA results conducted to determine any difference among children whose mother has different 
educational level, there was no significant difference in terms of scores of children have mother from different 
educational level F(3, 86)=2.52, p=.063. 
Table 8.Difference of Test of Comprehending Connectives Scores in terms of Father Educational Level 
 
Source of Variance Sum of Squares df Mean Square F p Significant 
Difference 
Between Groups 43.357 3 14.452 .962 .415 - 
Within Groups 1292.243 86 15.026 
   
Total 1335.600 89 
    
 
According to ANOVA results conducted to determine any difference among children whose mother has different 
educational level, there was no significant difference in terms of scores of children have mother from different 
educational level F(3, 86)=.96, p=.415. 
 
4. Conclusion 
The results obtained from study generally indicate that children comprehend the connectives moderately in terms 
of syntax.  For the Test of Comprehending Connectives composed of 36 items in total and 12 items for each kind of 
syntactic connectives, it was seen that children comprehend the discourse adverbials most.  The reason why 
discourse adverbials were comprehended more compared to other kinds of connectives in this category might be the 
reference of these connectives to previous statement (Webber et al., 2003). It can be stated that this repetitive 
function may reduce burden on child’s memory.   
In terms of semantic characteristics, the temporal connectives were comprehended by children.  Because the 
temporal connectives convey the sequencing between events, these connectives are easy to understand. Besides, the 
contingency connectives were comprehended at second rate. The inquiry of children into life at early ages and 
demands for explanations on events require more frequent use of contingency connectives (Kefi et al., 2013; Akman 
et., 2011).  This helps acquisition of these connectives. On the other hand, comparison and additive connectives are 
required with intense viewing related to cases. Quite less comprehension of these kind of connectives can be 
explained with developmental characteristics of children.  
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The test used in the research was in the form of sentence completion. The participants were better in the items in 
which the first and the second components were omitted.  On the other hand, they failed with the items the 
connective was omitted.  This result indicates that the children are able to make a right prediction in case the 
connectives are used. Hence, it is obvious that the children use the connectives actively to understand the statements. 
The research revealed that gender, socioeconomic status, and parent education level did not affect comprehension 
of connectives. The reason for that is the nature of connectives. They are function words and related directly 
language system. The demographic features such as gender, socioeconomic status, and parent education level have 
an indirect effect on language in general, which is observed in long period. However, connectives get functional as 
they are used intensively. Qualitative linguistic data ease the acquisition of connectives. Better comprehending of 
children without sibling could be interpreted as a result of this case.  The children without siblings communicate 
with the parents and other adults enforcedly. Thus, they are exposed to qualified linguistic data more than others. By 
this way, knowledge of connectives might increase. These findings are compatible with the result of frequency helps 
acquisition of connectives in Veen and his colleagues’ research (2009). 
The research indicates that five-year-old children do not acquire connectives sufficiently. Insufficient acquisition 
of connectives could be a sign of inappropriate relations among statements. Therefore, it is suggested that the 
language activities towards children should be prepared to solve these problems in accordance with the results of the 
research 
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